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TO ALL PEOPLE.” 





oo 


NO. 











and Philotheus, with all his sophistry and evasion, 
cannot prove to the contrary. Relative to the new 
birth, we have proved already,in our tormer answers 
‘to Philutheus, that it was in Christ 1800 years ago! | 





and his decisions are a divine law. The heavenly 
Saviour informs his disciples,that he did not come of 
himself,to do his own will, but the willof him that sent 
him ;—and the works which he did, testified ti at 


Philotheus says,‘‘/f the new birth is not this second In the first Epistle of Peter, 1st chap. 3d verse,|God sent him;—that he did not khuow the time of 


part of salvation, but is what the Editor affirms it to, 


be, to wit,—a creation of all men anew in Christ 
Jesus about 1800 years ago, &c., then I think it can 
be proved that Paul improperly commanded us,” 
&c. Now we think it cannot be proved. Suppose 


Philotheus were to answer candidly our questions, | been Legotten, ov born before in Christ? And Peter 
and take up our answer to his first communication, | declares, by the resurrection of Jesus Christ from 
and before the public disprove our premises and/ the dead. 
couclusions, would not this be acting a little more/our justification.” 
consistent? Philotheus has evaded all our questions;| dead 1800 years ago? ns. Evade, and equivocate 


and has the effrontery to charge us with professing 
a belief in free-ageney, &c. Let him look at our 
15th Number, 60th page, 2d column, last paragraph, 
and answer the question there proposed. We repeat 
it,—Let him auswer our questions, and then he is 
at liberty to say, “ Such are the contradictory pro- 
positions and tenets of the Editor.” We ask Phi- 
lutheus, where is the difference, whether we believe 
all were created anew in Christ before they were 
born, or that all were “ put into a salvable condition, 
before they were born?” Again, where is the diffe- 
rence, respecting truth, or falsehood, whether you 


* Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
| Christ, which according to his abundaut mercy hath 
‘begotten us AGAIN, unto a lively hope, by the 
jresurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead” Why 
|should Peter say, * begotten us again,” if we hadnot 


And Paul declares, * He rose again for 
Did not Christ rise from the 


no longer. Is not regeneration, justification, and 
the new birth, synonymous terms? If not, prove, if 
you can, to the contrary! Christ told Nicodemus, 
* Ve must’ (in the future tense) be born again.” 
When Christ spoke these words, it was future, for 
he was not then crucified or raised,—but it is now 
past,—i800 years have rolled away, since we were 
drawn unto hiin,—crucified with him,—* For if one 
died for all, then all died!” Paul,the servant of Christ, 
says, “ Be it known unto you, that Christ is the 
head of every man!” Philotheus says—NO! not 
so! Reader, there is a LIE between Paul and Phi- 





were to say, “ Yet he, the Editor, professes to be- 
lieve in free-ageney, or he, the Editor, professes to 
believe to Mahometanism? We assure him, that 
one would be as true as the other. And further, we 
advise him, in future, not to make declarations with 
out any kind of proof whatever. And we have a 
right to expect, that Philotheus will either acknow- 


lotheus; to whom does it belong? We, therefore, ad- 
dress Philotheus, in the words of Paul; See Ro- 
;mans 14th chap 8th te 10th verses, “ For whether 
|we live, welive unto the Lord, and whether we 
die, we die unto the Lord; whether we Live, 
itherefore, or die, we are the Lord’s. For to this| 
lend, Christ both died, and rose, and revived, that | 





the day of judgment, but his Father only ;—that it 
was eternal hfe to know God, and regard bimeeif, 
as his messenger, whom he sent; and that Aw a- 
ther was greater than him ;—and whenever his disci- 
ples prayed, they must ask him nothing, but} 
his Divine Father, for all true worshippers 
shipped him, who is a Spirit, as thew God aleve 

‘urst,—By inference we learn, that Jesus Christ 
never once declared, that himself and his heurventy 
Father were ONE God ; but expressly and repeat- 
edly affirmed, that they were TWO, separcte cheree- 
ters, and unequal beings,—one weting as a ser. ant, 
and in subordination to the other, as Supreme God 
of all. Christ worshipped that Being who sent 
him, as the one God and Father of all. Second,— 
That as the Messiah was better qualified, than any 
other man, to publish his own unity, and the unity 
of that Infinite God who sent him,—Protestant 
Christians must achnowledge, that Christ's deserip- 
tion of the unity of the person of his heavenly 
Father, and his command and example to worship 
him alone, is the only infallible standard of divine 
worsh p for Christians to copy after, 

Finaily, Hi all Christians would only unite and 
abandon all earthly mysteries, and their human des- 
criptions of the unity of Jehovah, and implicitly 
imitate their heavenly Master in worshippi g his 
Divine Father alone, who isa Spirit, in spirit, and in 
truth, they would honour and exalt them both, far 


yw 
Wor- 


ledge his error, or produce our “ profession of belief|he might be Lord both of the dead and living.| more, than in contending to destroy their opposite 


in free-ageney.” 


ctent in modesty and humility. 


The reader will judge, we think,| But why dost thou judge thy brother? or why dost, unifies, aud compounding them both into one, and 
whether it is the Editor, or Philotheus, who is defi-| thou set at nought thy brother ? for we shall all stand | the same Almighty God. 
Philothens has given! before the judgment seat of Christ,” &e. The latter| sions of the writer, and if he is mistaken, he will 


These are the conclu- 


a speciinen of modesty, by his note at the bottom | part of Philotheus’ communication, is declaration | tiauk any one to prove it, and he will recant his 


of the column, “ | cannot find this in the Seriptures. 


|} without proof. He again reiterates, “ He cannot find. | erior- 


And, therefore, taking it for granted, that nothing i jor he has been SEARCHING without suecess to 
inthe Seriptures which he could not find, he preceed- | tind the expression, that Jesus said he came to save 
ed to reason accordingly, &c. We are sorry to see | the world!!!” Did Philotheus search as often to find 
such conduct in a man, who introduces himsel!| salvation, as he does to find damnation, he would 


before the public as a while sow We shall not 
sneer at hiro ; we pity this want of eandour in him, 
aud lament the effect, as much as we detest the 
cause. Reader, the cause is spiritual pride! Th 

passages we quoted, are to be found in Joh... 12th 
chap. and 47th verse,“ If any man hear my words, 
and believe not, | judge bim not; for Le.me not to 
judge the world,—but to SAVE THE WORLD)” 
In the 17th chap of John, 4th verse,“ T hays clori- 
fied thee on the earth; I have finished the work 
which thou gavest me to do!” And the same Jolin, 
in his t Epistle,4th chap 14th verse,declares,* And 
we have seen and do testify, that the Father sent the 
Son to be the Saviour of the world!” Philotheus is 
now without excuse. Will he again evade our ques- 
tion? Philotheus says much about the regeneration 
and new birth. We inform him, that by looking at 
the 19th chap. of Matthew, 28th verse, he will learn, 
we believe for the first time, what the regeneration 
is, and when it took place. Christ told his disciples, 
“ Verily I say unto you, that ye which have (in the 
past tense) followed me in the regeneration, when 
the Son of man shall sit in the throne of his glory, 
ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel.” Paul, in his Epistle to 
Titus, 3d chap. 5th to 6th verse, explains the re- 
generation to be through Christ. “Not by works 
of righteousness which we have done, but according 
to his mercy he saved us, by the washing of regene- 
ration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost ; which he 
shed on us abundantly, through Jesus Christ our 
Saviour.” Now, we ask, whether this regeneration 
did not take place 1800 years ago? .4ns. It did,— 


not come forward in this manner, which, to say the 

ileast, isa sorry comment on his zeal or knowledge ! 
The conclusion of Philotheus’ communication, is so 
| absurd and inconsistent, and so outrageously perver- 
sive of the Scriptures, that we think any exposure 
of it unnecessary. We,however inform Philotheus, 
that we do not “ urge him to write ;? we urge him. 
when he has written error, to confess it, if he can. | 
not prove it truth. Relative to his “ deserving all; 
this,’—we inform him, that he has experienced 
but the * first part” of the combat.—he has only so 
far, skirmished with the out-posts,—the main body is 
yet in the rear,—and if he “ falls on it, he shall be 
broken; but, if it falls on him, it will eninp Him To 
POWDER! 





—p—— 
COMMUNICATIONS. 


For the Gospel Herald. 


Mr. Epiror—As you profess to crewn King 
Jesus Lord of all, to the glory of God the Father,— 
by inserting the following remarks in your Herald, 
you may honour the Saviour, and glorify Almighty 
God; as well, as much oblige many of your readers. 

For more than a thousand years it has been a 
subject much disputed by Christians, whether the 
Messiah, and the Infinite Being who sent him, are 
one, and the same Almighty God of all, or two 
separate and unequal beings. 

Fallible men may err in answering this myste 
rious question ; but there is one infallible man who 
declared, that he always spoke the truth, which he 








heard of God; he has given an impartial answer, 


E. Harman, 
Spring field, N. J. 
REMARKS. 

The frankness of our correspondent in stating 
his opinions, and the authority on which they are 
based, is entitled to approbation. If he is wrong, 
ove of two things must be evident; either the au- 
thority is not sufficient, or he has mi-understood, 
and consequently misapplied it The question is 
proposed, or stated, in his second paragraph; and 
it is unequivocal, and of omg simple, &e It is, 
“whether the Messiah, Jesus Christ, and that Infi- 
nite Being who sent him, «re ONE and the same 
Amighty God of a'l, or TWO separate beings.” 
Now we have a question to ask ; and we think it is 
avery important one, and we entreat the reader to 
keep sight of i,—How many Almighty Gods or 
Beings are there, and “hat are we to understand by 
an Almighty God, or Being ? We answer; a Being 
cannot be Almighty, if there is any might or power, 
beside his might, or power ; or,in other words, which 
is not derived from Eien for we believe the word 
all, means all,—consequently, if there is any might 
or power, except, or heside God’s might, or power, 
he is not Almighty, or does not possess, and did not 
possess all might. or power, and consequently, is not 
Almighty, because there is might which is not his, 
and does not belong to him. We think this is plain 
and cannot be misunderstood. It, therefore,follows, 
as an inevitable consequence, that there cannot pos- 
-ibly be TWO Almighty Gods, or Beings, or causes. 
This can never be controverted,—nay more,—no 
person in his senses ever would undertake it. The 
unity of God, therefore,is established from necessity; 
and that necessity is the immuteble effect of am 
immutoble and Almighty cause! And that cause is 
God! The question, therefore, proposed by our 
correspondent, is necessarily resolved to be, whether 
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4 
Christ, was the manifested, was greater than him,” is plain and consistent with{it would have been robbery, for it would have been 


the Messiah.or Jesus 
God, or God manifest, or Known, in Christ, or| Paul's testimony, relative to“ being in the form of! arrogating, or taking what did not belong te hin 
whether Christ was, and is, a separate and distinct! God,” and his t iking the “ form or likeness of fe he took upon him the form of a servant.” ae 
If separate, we was not God—therefore, not | servant.” ‘Therefore, the declaration, “ the Father is) being of a servant; if this had been the case * 
Almighty. ‘The question is now at issue. [t must greater than 1,” is of precisely the same taport with) would have changed, and would indeed have been a 
vecur to the reader, that the words, or declaration, Paul's dectaration, * Who being in the form of God, | a different character, and an unequal! being! Christ 
“ God manifest, or known io the flesh?’ would not for the Father.) mode himself of no reputition, and) did not say, the form of a servant, and the likeness 
only be ave ry impraper, but a » sitively false de-| took upon him « form of a servant.” It is pl tin, of men, (whieh I now appear in to mankind ) ‘tal 
claration, if God was not mi t in the flesh!}trom these testimonies, that God, or the Father.) the Father are ONE! But! Who? .2ns. “ |! I the 
And if God was manifest in the Mesh, or Messiah.) made himself of ne reputation, and took upon him! Lord, mighty to save: 1, who am God, and b sid 
or Christ, then of necessity, the Being who was] the form of a servant, the form of God, or FY ther, | whom there is none else ; I, who being in the fe " 
manifest was God, and Minighty. We nust, there-| was the true form, and was greater thau the form) of God; Land the Father are ONE!” We cons der 
fure, understand by the expre Voinighty a being | of the servant,-—-and when Christ said, * And now, | the declaration,“ As the Father hath life in himsels 
re cannot be voy! O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self; with! co hath he given to the Son to have life in innne iv 


heing. 


possessed of all powe ~and that th : j 

power which is pot derived from ' Cirist de | he glory I had with thee before the world was,’ land because I live, ve shall live also,” to mean, that 

clared, see Matthew, 25th ehap. Dah verse, All we must consider hiro t » have meant, by the words! human nature, the form of a servant, which God 
to me inhewen aalin earth [ene own self, the form ef God, which was laid) «ssumed and anointed by his indwelling as the 


pow ris five » un J 
Nhe Being who made this declaration, was, and i fe. (if we may be alowed the expressivo) when! Christ; the “ Head of every man,” possessed by t!y 


Almighty,—for all power, is all power! T tis des | clic form of the servant was taken, &e. All mankind} indwelling of the Father, the self-existence of thy 
claration is uaequivecal and emphatic, Js it truths)» me the servants of sin, and became so by trans | Father,“ and beeause I live,” &e., Christ the Head 
If so, there ean be but two alter itives,—cither | ceession,—Gud teok upon bin eis form of the sin-| of all, by the union of the human and ‘ivine, mace 
Almighty God dwell in Christ fully. or Christ de- Sul serments, he purged and sanetifed, or purified | the human nature eternal and self-exisiert by this 
rived Abnighty power from God, aid God ceased tojthat form. The declaration of Paul, see Heb: "S./ union, which is guaranteed by the eternity of the 
be Minichty! The last eannot be trae; for he has 10th chap. &e. * Wherefore, when he cometh: inte) existence of Jehovah, who took this form, human 


deci ured, * bam Gad, Delian ot, —bom God, and | the world,he saith, Sacrifice and offering thou would-! pature, as his heritage and possession. This is the 
beside me there isu 5S view lmy ! onour Tp ests ot, but a body hast thou prepared mie 5 (who! truth, and well does the apostle declare, see John 
will not give to another Mie refore, the declaration | weask, prepared the body? das. See Philippians, frst Epistle, 83d chap. 2d verse, * Beloved, now are 


of Paul is trath,—* da Clvist dwelleth the fulness! 2d chap. 6th verse: it is God.made himself (God) a} we the sons of God; (of Ged ; mark well the phra- 
of the Godhe vt vodily.” And of Christ, —* Pand | vods.) in barat offerings and sacrifices for sin thou] ceology of this passage) and it doth not yet appear 


mv Father are ONE! Tf it is objected, that the | hast had no pleasure,*—then sai! 1,Le Leome (iv| what we shall be; (or, we do not yet know, ou 
giver, and th ceiver, the seader, and sent, are two, | the velime of the boek itis written of me) to do thy | Knowledge being, like ourselves in this life, imper- 
we answer,--Christ, see Joho l7th ehap Sth verse, will,O God!” The prophet [saiah declares,42d chap. | feet:) but WE KN OW (or we believe the promises 


said,“ Ant oow, O Father, glorify thou me with) 21st verse, “* The Lord, (the word in the original.) of God; see Hebrews, 6th chap. 13th to 20th verses 
thine own se'f: with the glory which Thad with thee} which i- here rendered Lord, is Jehovah.) is well inclusive.) that, when he shall appear, (who? 4p: 
before the world was” Phe Foucher, therefore.) pleased or his righteousness’ sake ; he will magnify | God!) we shall be like him; for we shall see bim as 
dwelt in Christ,“ before the world was:” and Christ | the lave, avd make it honourable.” Who, we ask,!he is!” How shall we see God? .4ns. We sh: 

‘ldo this?! «as. Jnnovan! And when Jenovak | then see “ God in Christ, the Saviour of the world. 


dhen posse sedi Alm Hy pawer, Panlungu stiona- 

bly spoke from naderstant) yg, when he declared, of | Gop, took upon himself the form of a servant, a: d/ the Head of every man!” AUNIT!!! GOD THE 

Christ, see Philippians, td chap 6th verse, © who) was made in the likevess of mea,” he declared, see] HEAD! ll men and every man, the members o! 

being in the past lense.) in the form of Ged, thought! Matthew, oth chap. 17th verse, “ Think not that I] WIS BODY! All creation in UNITY! 

it mot hory G0 Wis get ar ogating what did not|am come to destroy the Law, or the prophets; Tam SES oe ‘ bine 7 , 
* rye mM 5 Ore es S81 DIVISION IS RUINK—UNION IS GLOR) 


belong fo hia) te be equal with (or as) God; but 'not come to destroy, but to fulfil.” Who, we ask, 
made (in Uve future tense) himocl! of oo reputation,}came to fulfil? Ans. Jenovan! “ Finally, if all Christians would only unite, and 
and took upon him the form of a servant, and was! Our correspondent commences his fourth para- abandon all earthly mysteries, and their human 
made in the likeness of men.” Uke ire three things! graph, hy inferring, from his foregoing premises, descriptions of the unity of Jehovah, and implicitly 
worthy of special notice,—first, this Being whom | first —* That Jesus Christ never once declared, that | imitate their heavenly Master in worshipping bis 
the Seriptures call the Saviour, was, origivally, aod) himself and his heavenly Father were ONE. God ;| divine Father alone, who is a Spirit, in spirit and in 
“ before the world was,” in the form of God.—Se- but expressly, and repeatedly affirmed, that they | truth. they would honour and exalt them both (beth, 
cond, He made himself, (not made so by another he ere ‘TWO separate characters, and unequal| who? “I and the Father are ONE!”) far more, 
of no reputation, &e. Third, He made himseli| beings,” Xe. To this we answer, Christ expressly | than in contending for their opposite unities, (how is 
in the likeness of man. It, therefore, follows, as an|declared, “IT and my Father sre ONE!’ The this? what do you mean by opposite unities? Do 
inevitable consequence, that this Being was not «| Scriptures declare, expressly, “The Lord thy God,| you mean two unequal unities ?) and compounding 
man, but ouly appeared to man, in that “ likeness,”|is ONE God! IT am God, and beside me there is!them both into one, and the same Almighty God !” 
or “ form 3” and that the form, or likeness, which he| no Saviour!’ Shall we presume to say, that Christ ‘So says our correspondent :—Now, we agree with 
assumed, or made, was his own act; and that his| meant, when he said,“ | and my Father are ONE !|him so far, as to acknowledge, “that ali Christians 
s God! This is the plain,! That he and his Further were TWO? Had Christ} should unite ard abandon all earthly mysteries, and 
wd my Father are” two, our corres-| their human cescriplion of the unity ‘of Jehovah. 
not, except by foree, be made to express any thing | pondent would have positive tesifmony to prove) &e.; and that in worshipping the divine Fathei 
else. The hamanity, therefore, in the form of Je-| his hypothesis; and had Christ been silent oa this | alone, &e., they would honour,” &e.; but when our 
sus the Redeemer, was called Immanuel: See} subject, he would have negative testimony; but] corre spondent talks of “ contending for their oppo- 
Isaiah, 7th chap. 14th verse. “ Therefore, the Lord | there is now positive testimony against him! Ovur|site unitiessand compounding them beth into one and 
himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall! correspondent adds, “ but expressly, and repeatedly |the same Almighty God,” we really think he is 
conceive and bare a son, and shall eall his name! affirmed, they were TWO separate characters, and | swallowed up in the * earthly mysteries and human 





proper, and own form we 
unequivocal meaning of the words; and they can-| declared, “1 : 


Iuwanven.” Matthew, Ist chap. 23d verse,“ Be-) unequal beings!” To (iis, we answer, first, if] deseriptions,’ which he believes are so unprofitable 
hold, a virgin shall be with ehild, and shall bring} this statement is correct, ident, that Clirist} Now we believe there is but one God; consequent- 
forth a son. and they shall call his name ImMavues, | affirmed at one time, whe Le contradicted, by his}ly, we believe in the unity of God; the word unit 
which, being interpreted, is GOD WITH US.” Was| «flirmations, at snother tne. Por Christ and his meaning one! And if we were to pretend, that we 
this the preper mterpretation? Or was Matthew) Father to be ONE, ard at the same time to be | also believe, that this unit, or one God, was compos- 
misivkeo? We think not. Paul deelares, see his|* separate characters ard unequal bemes,” is, of alll ed. or compounded, of THREE persons, we should 
Ist Epistle to Timothy, 3d chap. 16th verse, “ God! controdictions, the greatest! How can TWO beings, | of necessity believe, that a unit is three; and if we 
was moinile<t io the Mesh!” The declaration o. ONE being? Our correspondent is requested to} contended, that these three persons were only one 


Jehovah. by his prophet Isaiah, “ Tam God, and |admit "ie Apostle Paul as an evidence in this case :}| BEING, we should be under the necessity of ac- 
beside me there is NO Soviour.” is proof positive (we believe him te be a good wituess, and that he| knowledging, either that each of these three per- 
that * God wisin Cliist, reconeiling the world unto | ‘estifies to the trath. Paul says, “ And being in the! sons possessed in himself only ene-third of a being, 
himself;” agresvbly to Paul's declaration; and it, | form of God,” consequ otly, in the character of| or, if this divisibility was objected to, that one pei 
therefore, follows, that if there is “ no Saviour be- |‘ “he thought it pet robbery to be equal to}son possessed all the being, and the other two 
side God,” there is ao God besice the Saviour! This} ;” if he was unequal, and a separate character, | persons had no being! There is but one more possi 
.| ——~ sncneatitia ble shape in whieh this can be viewed, and that is, 

* Thisisa terrible reproof to the “ fire and brim |to suppose, that each of thesethree persons pos 
ble! It, therefore, follows, of inevityble necessity, —| stone preachers,” of the present day. “ God has no|sesses a being, distinct and separate, one from the 
that Christ is God Almighty, or Christ is vot: hore pater Perec recy why wey yy 7 me other; in this view of the subject, there are three 
Saviour,—and fucther, it li<ewise follows, that if avy!" eather” or eg eae ta \ — Ae ye sea Gods, persons, or beings ; and we might as well hove 
man can sav his own soul, he is God, or else there | sure ' How. then, dere these unbelievers declare, that 3000. Our correspondent speaks of “ opposite uni- 
is no meaning ia language, nor truth ia the Serip-| God will himset! sacrifice millions of his creatures, even |ties;” and we have something more than conjec 
tures: : | the members of his own body too, as burnt offerings in ture to help us to his meaning, when we recur to his 
The deceleration of Christ, quoted hy our corres-| HELL! This is, indeed a DAMNABLE HERESY, —and | fourth paragraph, where he declares of Christ, “ that 
pondeni, in his second paragraph, that “ his Father) the DOCTRINE OF DEVILS !!! he expressly,and repeatedly aflirmed, that they were 





ean never be controvert d! he reverse of th 
woul! be, not only absucd, but absolutely impossi- | 
| 
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two, separate and unequal be ings, one acting asa 
servant, and in subordination to the other. 

this we reply, —Christ never ON CE affirmed, that 
“ He and his Father were TWO separate and un- 
equal beings!” And further, we expect the reader 
will take it for granted, at least, that our correspon- 
dent is Wroug, until he proves that he is right! Aud 
for ourselves, we are Compr iled to believe, that our 
correspondent means, by “ opposite unities,”’ n the 


connexion in whieh he has used the terms, the being) 


of God the Father, and the being of Christ the 
Redeemer. We donot recollect of reading of these 
“ opposite unities” in the Seriptures, and on the 
whole, we think our corre-pondent has put wrong 
constructions upon the Seriptures, to say the least, 
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“ Being (as was supposed) the son of Joseph. This 


|who was only reputed to be the son of a particular 
person, rovrov ears vourcterar, he was supposed to be 
this man’s son. Mueh learned labour has been 
‘used to reconcile this genealogy with that in St 
Matthew, Ist chap. and there are several ways of 
doing it: the following, which appears to me to be 
the best, is also the m: st simple and easy. 
Matthew in descendivg from Abraham to Joseph, 
the spouse of the bless d virgin, speaks of sons 
properly such, by way of natural generation: .2bra 
hum begat Isaac, and Isaac begat Jacob, &c. But 
Luke in ascending trom the Saviour of the world, 
to God him-elf, speaks of sons either property or 


41 


This Cainan the son of Iryharad, and father ol 


To}same phrase is used by Herodotus to signify one | Sala, is not found in any other part of the Serip- 


Fee Gen. y, 24. xi. 12. 1. Chron. 
1, 18, 24. where .drphaxad is made the father of 
| Sala, and no mention at all made of Cainan. Some 
| Suppose that Curnan was a sirname of Sala; and 
ithat the names should be read together thus, the son 
jof Heli, the son of Salacainan, the son of. Irphaxad, 
xe. If this does not untie the knot, it certainly 
leuts it; and the reader may pass on without any 
‘creat scruple or embarrassment. There are mans 
sensible observations on this genealogy, in the notes 
at the end of Bishop Newcome’s Harmony. 

| Dr Barnet, (says Dr. Clark,) takes into considera 
ition, the family of .2nna, the mother of Mary 


| ture genealogy 
| 


although we presume to say,he did it uniuten-| improperly such: on this account he uses an indeter- |! agreed, that the father of Anna was named 


tionally. 
—>— 


Answer To Potnos. 


In which the apparent disagreement, in Matthew 
and Luke's account of the genealogy of our Sa- 
viour, is reconciled, and their accounts proved lo be 
in unison, Sc. 


Not having received any communication in an- 
swer to Pothos’ genealogical inquiry, we request his 
attention to the (ullos ing, whieh is a brief exhibition 
of the seutiments and opinions of the celebrated 
Dr Clark, who says, Perhaps few questions have 
orcasioned much more trouble and perplexity te the 


jearned, than Gaut which conceras the genealogy of 


our blessed Lord, as it is given by the evangelists, 
St. Matthew and St. Luke. The tables found in 
these writers areextremely different, or, as some 
think, contradictory. Allowing the Divine Inspira- 
tion of the authors, we must grant that they could 
make no mistake in any point, and especiaily ona 
subject where the trath of the Gospel History, and 


the fulfilment ofthe ancient prophecies, are so near- | 


ly concerned. ‘The expression of Le Clere, how- 
ever, universam antiquitatem eructlam habuere, is 
not strictly troe. In later times the difficulty has 
certainly exeited much discussion; but it is worthy 
of remark, that while the archives of the Jews re- 
mained entire, the accuracy of the evangelists was 
never called in question. Hence it follows, either 
that some corruptions have since that time crept into 
the text, or, that the true method of reconciling the 
seeming inconsistencies was then better understood 
The silence of the enemies of the gospel, both Hea- 
then and Jewish, during even the first century, Is 
itself a sufficient proof, that neither inconsistency 
nor corruption could be then alledged against the 
Evangelist’s History. If a charge of this nature 
could have been supported, it unquestionably would 
have been made. The Jews and heathens were 
agreed in their hostility to the religion of Christ, 
were equally interested in this subjeet, and 
could they ave proved that a single flaw existed in 
these genealogical tables, they might at once have 
set aside the pretensions of our Lord and his disei 
ples:forif the linealdescent of Jesas from David were 
not indisputable, he could not possess the character 
essential to the Messiah, nor any right to the Jewish 
throne. If his title, in this respect, were even ques- 
tionable. it is impossible to suppose that the Jews 
would have withheld an allegation, which mast fully 
vindicate them in denying his Messiahship, and in 
putting him to death as an impostor. We may con- 
fidentiy assert, therefore, that his regular lineal de- 
scent from David could not be disproved, since it 
Was noteven disputed, ata time when alone it could 
have been done successfully, and by those persons 
who were so deeply interested in the event, 


The sincere believer rnay conse quently be assured, 


that whatever difficulties appcar at present, had 
formerly no existence, and are even now of sueha 


nature as cannot be allowed to shake the faith of 


any reasonable man. I would not, however, be un- 
derstood to intimate that these difficulties are now 
insuperable ; on the contrary, I am satisfied that the 


real difficulties are few, and that these have, for the but St. Luke, who wrote his history for the instruc- 
most part, been satisfactorily explained by most of} tion of the Gentiles, extends his genealogy to Adam, 
Dr. Clark reeon-! 


the evangelical harmonists.” 
ciles this apparent disagreement in the following 
manner, &c, 


}minate mode of expression, which may be applied 
jto suns, eit er putatively or really such. ind Jesus 
himself began to be about thirty years of age, being 


Matihan; who this person was, Is not easy to be 
known. Some suppose him to have been a priest; 
and as it Was lawful for the daughters of the priests 


|as was supposed, the son of Joseph,—of Heli—of|to marry into any tribe, (Lev xxii, 12.) we may per- 


Maithat 


Phis receives considerable support from 
Rapheleus’ 


method of reading the — original 
wy (ws ewourSero vos lwarw) rov Hac, being, (when re- 
puted the son of Joseph) the son of Heli, &ce. That 
jst. Luke does not always speak of sous properly 
he names; Jesus Christ was the supposed son ot 
Joseph, because Jo-eph was the husbaed of his 
mother Mary: and dam, who is said to be the son 
of God, was such, ouly by ereation. After this 
observation it is vext necessary to consider, that in 
the genealogy described by St. Luke, there are two 
sous Unproperly such: i.e. tieo sons-in-law, instead 
ol two sons. 


such, is evident, from the first and last person whieh | 


ceive how Mary could be the cousin (ovyyerns) of 
Elizabeth, (who was really of the tribe of Levi) 
though her father Joachim or Eli, was a descendant 
of the tribe of Juda. 

Dr. Clark observes, that the peculiar manner 
used by some of the eastern nations in recording 
jtheir genealogies, is one cause of their present ob- 
security. The following, from the ingenious Mr 
Harmer,the Doctor introduces, as referring to a case 
in point, “ Genealogical tables were kept among the 
Jews with great exactness. Every person of learn 
ing however knows, that the great difference in this 
jpornt between St. Matthew and St. Luke, who have 





each of them given usa genealogy of our Lord, has 
As the Hebrews never permitted women to enter greatly embarrassed the curious, and did so early ; 
into their genealogical tables, whenever afamily hap- |(see Aug. Retract. 1. ii. e. 7.) but as in other cases, 
pened to end with a daughter, instead of naming | What was at first thought an objection against the 
her in the genealogy, they inserted her husband as |Saered writer,has turned out in his favour, so doubly 
the son of him, who was,in reality, but his father-in- will this, when it shall be thoroughly cleared up 
law. This import, Bishop Pearse has fully shown Time may perhaps do it: all I would attempt to 
‘youcgesdac bears, in a variety of places,—Jesus was |Show here is, that there has been lately discovered 
‘considered according to law, or allowed custom, to|*® inscription at Palmyra, which has just the same 
be the son of Joseph, ashe was of Heli. The two | difficulty, He that clears up the Syrian difficulty, 
|sons in law who are to be noticed in this genealogy | will, I presume, clear up the sacred) To which 1 
care Joseph, the son-in-law of Heli; whose own fa- | Would add, that it is to be remembered, that Pal 
ther was Jacob, Matthew, Ist chap. 16th verse, and | ™Y"@ Was In the neighbourhood of Judea, and the 
| Salathiel, the son-in-law of Neri; whose own father |s¢riptions that are found there, are about the apos- 
| was Jechonias, 1Chron. 3d, 17th, and Mat. Ist, 12th. |telie age. As to the inscription, I refer to Mr. 
This remark alone, is sufficient to remove every| ood, the inge nious editor of those ruins, who has 
difficulty. ‘Thus it appears that Joseph, son of Jacob, | 0serv' d, that it wee aes difficult to understand 
according to St. Matthew, was son-in-law of Heli |than translate it. This, says he, will appear by 
according to St. Luke. And Salathiel, son of Jecho- rendering it literally, which is easiest done, into 
|nias, according to the former, was son-in-law of | Latin, thus: Senatus populusque Alialamenem Pani 
Vert, according to the latter. Mary, therefore, | fliam, Mocimi nepotem, Hranis pronepotem, Ma 
appears to have been the daughter of Heli, so the abnepotem, et #ranem patrem ejus, viros pios 
called by abbreviation for Heliachim, which is the {®t patree amicos, et omni modo plicentes patria 
jsame in Hebrew with Joachim. Joseph son of Ja- | Partrusque diis, honoris #ratia. Anno 450, Mense 
lcob, and Mary daughter of Heli. were of the same April Our diffic uliy is, continues he, that AEranes 
family: both came from Zorobubel; Joseph from is called the father of Alialamenes, who is himsell 
Ibiud, his eldest son, Matthew Ist, 15th, and Mary calle d the son of Panus, just io the same manner as 
by Rhesa, the youngest. See verse 27th, Salathiel | 5¢ Matthew tells us that Jucob bevat Joseph; and 
land Zorebabel, from whom St. Matthew and St.)>% Luke eslls Joseph, the son af Heli There is 
|Luke cause Christ to proceed, were themselves, Something without doubt in these affsirs peculiar to 
descended from Solomon in a direct line. And) the east, which, however, unknown to us, Was com- 
though St. Luke says, that Salathiel was son of} Mev to the Jews and people of Palmyra; and will, 
Neri; who was descended from Nathan, Solo- | Whea properly explains d, be a proofof the authen- 
;mon’s eldest brother, Ist Chron. iii. 5. this is only to | UC'ty, of these genealogies, instead of an objec 
be understood of his having espoused Nathan's on.” Harmen’s Ogsray ations. 
| daughter, and that Vert dying, probably without | 
jmale issue, the two branches of the family of David, | 
that of .Vathan, and that of Solomon, were both 
} united in the person of Zorubabel, by the marriage) Mer. Eorron,—In your 18th Number of the 
fof Salathiel chief of the royal family of Solomon, Gospel Herald, Mary, in her communication, re 
jwith the danghter of Nen, chief and heretrix of marks thus,—* Suppose a beg 
the family of .Vathan. Thus it appears, that Jesu: 
Son of Mary re-nnited io himself all the blood, 
| privileges, and rights of the whole family of David: 
In consequence of whieh, he is emphatically ecalied 
jthe Son of David tis worthy of being remarked. 
jthat St Matthew, who wrote principally for the Jews, Mary, if there is no merit in asking > And if we 
jextends his genealogy to -Ibrahamn, through whem ean obtain salvation by ashing, can we not do some- 
‘the promise of the Messiah was given to the Jews: thing? And if we say that we can do something, 
do we not contradict St. Paul, who declares, ex- 
‘ | Pressly, “ ye can of yourselves do nothing? Lama 
jto whom the promise of the Redeemer was given) plain woman as well «s Mary 
in behalf of himself and of all his posterity See! plain answer. 
‘the notes on Mat. Ist 1, &e. [verse 36. Of Cainan] 





_~_,— 


For the G spel The rald 


gar was to ask you 
fora piece of bread, and you gave it to him, would 
he have obtained it, if he lad not asked for it? The 
condition is ashing for the bread. but not meriting 
it.” Now if our salvation deperds on asking, and 
we are to be lost withoul this asking.—I would ask 


,and request of her a 


Lat RA 








To the Editor of the Gospel Herald. 


Cicilia preseats the Editor, her unfeigned thanks, 
for noticing her communication; and also, for his 
able exposition of thet-passage of Scripture, which 


the opposers of Universalisin generally declare to 1 


be unanswerable, by asserting, Unat it points outa 
gin that hath never forgiveness, neither in this world, 
acither in the world tocome. With a mind void of| 
prejudice, she has thoroughly perused his explana} 
tion of it, and acknowledges herself perfectly inade- | 
quate to discover any subterfuge or unfairness in| 
the reasonings there contained. Neither have her 
friends been able to discern in it any discongruity 
with the tenor of the Seripture Yet they are} 
very solicitous to see some learned Theologist main. | 
tain a controversy with the Editor on the same sub- 
ject; as they have heretofore believed that passage 
to be the greatest objection in the Seriptures to his 
ductrine. But since reading bis exposition of it, 
— are almost universally of the opinion, that 
endless misery canact be proved from it, provided 
he has given a just translation of it. Of this, they 
are not sufficiently positive, yet acknowledge 
they have but litth ground to doubt it, since 
there is not a man, among all the Editor’s leafned 
opponents, neither Veritatis Amicus, Philotheus, 
nor Mikross, who has yet attempted to refute it! 
Mikross, it is true, in the 19th Number of the Gos- 
1 Herald, has animadverted upon some of the 
iditor’s observations, contained in the exposition 





THE GOSPEL HERALD. 


discourage her from the pursuit of truth. 
assures the critic, that he is welcome to her errors. |i 


( 
+ eo 





She , And the reverse ot this, is “ their former estate; and 


3s what the apostle describes, as the * glorious liberty 
of the children of God.” We are willing to rest ou; 


cause on these evidences; and we challenge all creation 


Marruew, XXVI. 24, ito prove to the contrary of our conclusions, if the 


"he Son of Man goeth as ul is written of him ; but | premises are admitted,—-and they cannot be evaded, 
wo unto thal man vy whom the Son of Man is be- jexcept the truth of the Scriptures are denied, 


Go 


trayed! It had been good Jor that nan yf he had to the Hospital of incuradles, and you will not find a 


not been born. 


This declaration of our Saviour, which our cor- 
respondent has introduced, as being in ihe opinion of | 
sume an objection tv the truth of the doctrine ol 
the salvation of ald men, is,in our Opinien, easily and 
eilvctually answered. Itis not uncommon tor the 
opposersof tue truth, to array Scripture against 
Seripiure, and when they cannot convince, try to 
confound. This conduct is both criminal and con- 
tempuble,—it evinces both ignorance and cowardice, 
and is as despicable in theology, as murder in war, 
when inoffensive people are destroyed, lest they 
should at a future ume prove foes! he Serip- 
tures are consistent; it is the unbeliever in their 
ductrines who is inconsistent. ‘Therefore, the de- 
claratiun of Peter, see Acts, 3d chap. ;20th, 21st 
verses, “ And he shall send Jesus Christ, which be- 
jure was preached unto you; whom theheaven must 
receive until the times of restitution of all things, 
which Gop HaTH SPOKEN by the mouth of all his 
holy prophets since the world began.” This declara- 
tion, therefore, and the declaration so frequently 





alluded to; yet has not attempted to refute that 
part of the exposition, which is more particularly 
adapted to sap the basis of all the dominent systems 


which Mikross does not directly impugn, but whieh 
he appears to be obliquely attempting to detrude. 
If Mikross is zealous in “ The cause of truth,” let 
him commenee a direct attack on the Editor’s doc- 
trine; and let him convince the Public, if possible, 


that his translation of that passage of Seripture | 


is erroneous, and only designed for a miserable 
prop, to “ prop up,” what Mikross is pleased to eall, 
“the falling ruins of error.” Cicilia is desired, 
by her friends, to represent to Mikross, in particu- 


lar, as he has attempted to animadvert upon part of 
the Editor’s examination, &c., of the doctrine of 


the unpardonable sin, that he would confer on them 
a favour, if he would notice the translation there 


given; and should it, in his opinion, prove incorrect, 


oblige them by publishing, in this paper, his own 


translation of the passage, with his exposition of 


the same. Cicilia likewise, that no means may be 
neglected whereby truth may be manifested,earnest- 
ly beseeches every reader of the Gospel Herald,to ex- 


hibit this Epistle to the learned of every description, 
and to beseech them, as they value the good of souls, 
to enlighten the public with their translations and 
expositions,if Mikross should shrink from the under- 


taking. 


Cicilia is also desired by her friends to state, that 


if, after so solemn a request, the learned should re- 


main silent on this subject, they shall be obliged to 
consider their silence a tacit acknowledgment, that 
the exposition of the Editor is incontrovertible ; and 
also, shall positively believe, that the greatest objec- 


tion, in the Seriptures, to Universalism is com- 
pletely removed! 


Cicilia hopes, that her anxiety for the knowledge 
of the truth, and the desire of gratifying her friends, 
will be deemed a sufficient apology for the above 
request on the learned ; and also, for soliciting the 


Editor to obviate one more objection to his doc- 
trine, which if done to her satisfaction, she will 
express her gratitude by ceasing from any further 
importunity. The passage containing her objection, 
may be found in Mat. 26th chap 24th verse, and 
reads thus,“ The Son of man goeth as it is written 
of him: but wo unto that man by whem the Son 
of man is betrayed! It had been good for that man 
if he had not been born.” By giving it a candid ex- 

lanation, Mr. Editor, you will confer a second ob- 
igation ov your friend and well wisher, 

Creinsa. 

P. S. Cicilia assures her readers, that she is fully 
sensible of her illiteracy ; yet looking beyond the 
grave, she is resolved that no consideration shall 


jbeliewers who deny the restitution which God 


of limited salvation ; and to build up that doctrine, | Aimself testyies of, are under the necessity of per- 
lverting the declaration of the Saviour, to justify 


brought forward against the salvation of Judas, are 
in perfect harmouy and agreement. But, those un- 


them i their unbeiet. Ezeniel, ove of God s holy 
prophets, Lesifies, see i6th chap. that the ancient 
Sodomites, &c, aud Jews, should return to their 
former estate ; and God will establish (not make) a 
covenant with them. ‘he restitution, declared by 
the apostle, and the former state, which God spoke 
of by the mouth of Lzekiel, are one aud the same. 
The Jews, to whom t.zekiel addressed this prophe 

cy, were living; and the former estute, to which they 








conclusions,---nay more,---the story of the + 


lunatic, Who in the very paroxysm of his distraction 


will outrage common sense in amore direct and 


effectual manner, than our eelebrated doctors of 


Divinity, who contend for premises, aud deny thei; 

com 

mon sized beehive, and bee- as large as oxen,” jx 
not more ridiculously inconsistent aud coatradicto 

ry, than their premises and conclusions! What’ 
declare that all men sinned, fell and died in Adam, 
and deny that they had any soul, or existence, pre- 
vious to their appearance in tis earthly boay? Is 
the soul composed of atmospheric air, aud gen: ered 
in a Western breeze? Such conelusions are inex- 
pressibly absurd What, we ask, is tie former 
estate, spoken of by the prophet? Is it a representa- 
tive state, in whieh all the human race are represent- 
ed by Adam? Was Adam like those whom he re 

presented ? If not, he could uot be their representa 

tive,---and if like them, tie must have been a nonen- 
lity, for those whom he represented according to 
the common hypothesis, had no existence. If it is 
contended, that Adam represented those who should 
be after him, we ask, How Adam in the image of 
God, a perfect good mau, could be the representa- 
tive of imperfect wicked men? There is no simi- 
larity, and without it, there can be no representa- 
tion. Paul says, “ Asin Adem all die,” &e Can 
men die, before they live ? NO! It is impossible! If 
it is objected, that men would remember their pre- 
existent state, we answer, When a man dies, he for- 
gets, if we are to judge from the figurative lan- 
guage of the prophet and apostle; for when all 
died in Adam, they were made subject to darkness, 
in prison, blind, and in the bondage of corruption ; 
and God declared, that his people did not know, nor 
consider; the ox knew his owner, &c., but even the 
people of God were more ignorant than the brutes. 





_ return, Was a state, which they must have 


been in before they were born! And it must have | 


been the state of ianocence, in which they were! 
made, and lost by their associated sin and fail, in end | 
li this is Genied, we answer,—then it 





| with Adam. 
spoke of, was a state of nonentity; or more prope: ly .| 
no state,—this would be a contradiction in term: 
The phraseology of the prophet Ezekiel is te 
markable. “ And I willestablish my covenant with 
thee.” This covenant was their jormer estate,—it is 
not to be made,—nor renewed,—but ESTAB- 
LISHED! What is this Covenurd? Ans. See 


things,” hear ye bim,—*T the Lord bave called 
thee (Christ) in righteousness, and will hold thine 
hand, and will keep thee, and give thee for a cove- 
nant of the people, for a light of the Geutiles; to 
open the blind eyes,—to bring out the prisoners 
from the prison,—them that sit in darkness out of 
the prison house!” DARKNESS, and a PRISON, 
therefore, is the present estate; and Paul, see Ro- 
mans, 8th chap. 19th to 23d verses, says,‘* The 


manifestation of the sonsof God. For the creature | 
was made subject to vanity, not willingly, but by 
reason of him who hath subjected in hope. (Quere. 
Is endless misery hope ?) Because the creature itself 
also shall be delivered (Quere. If the creature is 
miserable without end, when will the creature be 
delivered ? Paul does not say may, but shall) from 
the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty 
of the children of God. For we know, that the 
WHOLE CREATION groaneth and travaileth in 
pain together until now. And not only they, but 
ourselves also, which have the first fruits of the 
Spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, 
waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of 
our body.” Therefore, the blindness, darkness, and 
prison, spoken of by the prophet, and the bondage of 





: , Ra - (80, he shall return to it, 
inevitably follows, that the state which Ezehiel) ...¢, she was once in this former estate. The declara- 


it is from this that they are to be delivered, and 
into the glorious liberty of the children of God.” 
We again ask the question, What was the former 
estate? Was Judas ever in this former estate ? If 
If Judas was of Adam’s 


ton ol Cuvrist, relative to Judas, is considered to be 
judicial and dicisive of his fate. Tndeed, the whole 
} weight of the argument rests here. Judas must be 


jendlessly miserable, because Christ said, or pro- 


wounced, a wo upon him, which amounts te a con- 
demnatory sentence. This is, we believe, the very 
}corner stone in the foundation of the argument. 


os so age 6th, 7th of the Reader, it is ye | But, weean produce one declaration, and a positive 
who speaks, and it 1s © of the restitution o all) one too, Which will decide this part of the question 


\for ever; see John, 12th chap. 47th verse. “ And 
if any man hear my words, and believe not, I judge 
him not, for. came not to judge the world, but te 
save the world.” 
(To be concluded next week.) 
— >— 
Another Conversion in the Minist 

Asa Bartoo,a Methodist preacher in Paris, Maine) 

was lately brought to the knowledge of the truth, 


earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for the| that Christ 2 the Saviour of ol men: andisncw 
' - . - , 
| zealous in a good cause. 


U. Magazine. Boston, Mass. 
—_—-~_— 
To Correspondents. 

DEAN, and AN IMPARTIALIST are received, and 
will appear in our next. 

—— 
NOTICES. 

Persons wishing to subscribe for this paper, are re- 
spectfully requested to call at No. 454 Pearl-Street, 
where a subscription is open, and where they can ob- 
tain the Numbers from the first 

Those persons who reside at, or in the vicinity of 
Norwalk. Conn. who wish to become subscribers to this 
paper, are informed, that Mr. Noah S_ Bailey, of Nor- 
walk, will receive subscriptions, and supply them with 
the Numbers from the commencement, éc. 





corruption mentioned by the apostle, are the same. 












































































